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Introduction
Conditioning experiments with schizophrenics are a
miniature paradigm of the more complex interpersonal
relationships outside the laboratory (Crowne and Strickland,
1961). Such experiments incorporating verbal reward and
punishment offer findings which give therapists more insight
for controlling schizophrenics' behavior and changing it
into normal patterns. However, the application of verbal
reward and punishment has not always resulted in consistent
data.
In general, reward or reinforcement is defined as a
stimulus which results in an increase in the future prob-
ability of a behavior, while punishment results in a
decrease in that probability (Skinner, 1953; Azrin and Holt,
1966; Johnston, 1972). Conditioned reinforcers are stimuli
which have acquired reinforcing properties as a result of
having been associated with other reinforcing stimuli.
Conditioned punishers are stimuli which have acquired the
effects of punishers only after association with an aversive
stimulus (Johnston, 1972).
!any experir7ents attempting to control the behavior
of schizophrenics with verbal reinforcement or punishment
take advantage of the fact that such words as "good" or
"Right" have usually been associated with reinforcers in the
1 4.•
past and are now themselves conditioned reinforcers. Like-
wise, such words as "Rad" or "Wrong" have typically become
conditioned punishing stimuli. Thus, experimenters
frequently use these words indicating approval or dis-
approval as reinforcers or punishers.
Verbal reward and punishment have had different
effects upon behavior of schizophrenics in experiments.
Some experiments have shown that verbal reward signifi-
cantly elicits improved performance of schizophrenics
(Crumpton and Mutalipassi, 1969; Drennen, Gallman, and
Sausser, 1969), whereas other experiments offLr contra-
dictory evidence by showing that there is no performance
improvement from the administration of such verbal reward
as "Good," and "Right" (Atkinson and Robinson, 1961;
Cavanaugh, Cohen, and Lang, 1960; SPence, Goodstein, and
Lair, 1965). Contrary findings are also present In the
research centering around verbal punishment. Some data
indicate that punishment improves task perfornance of
schizophrenics (i.e., results in a decrease In time
required to complete a task when a slow rate of response
is punished) (Atkinson and Robinson, 1961; Fischer, 1963),
but sometimes the effects of the punishment are negligible
(Crumpton and Mutalipassi, 1969; Spence, Goodstein, rind
Lair. 1965).
In conditioning experiments with schizophreni,
personality characteristics of the schizophrenic subjects
are seldom used as independent itrinbles. Ore personalty
characteristic that does not seem to be commonly controlled
and employed is the reed for social approval. The concept
of need for social approval is derived from Rotter's
(1954) social learning theory. This theory states that
behavior is a function of the expectancy of reinforcement
and the value of the expected reinforcement. Expectancy is
defined as the perceived probability for an individual that
a certain reinforcement will occur as a result of a partic-
ular behavior. Value means the perceived importance of the
reinforcement to the individual. Rotter hypothesizes that
an individual's behavior is influenced in part by his
expectancy that his behavior will result in social approval
and by the perceived importance to him of that approval.
Crowne and Marlowe (1960) have developed a scale to mei.sure
this need for approval. The Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale (M-C SDS) was constructed to indicate
the desire of individrals to give a favorable impression of
themselves that is socially acceptable and approved. The
M-C SDS attempts to measure need for approval independent
of pathology.
When researchers examine need for approval, as meas-
ured by the 1:-C SD3 and as it relates to verbal reward and
punishment and task performance, normal subjects for the
most part have been used rather than a clinical population.
Data from these conditioning experimenta offer contra-
dictory results. For example, normal subjects who have a
high need for approval show a higher performance rate than
f`.
those subjects with low need for approval under conditions
of verbal reward and punishment (Crowne and Strickland,
1961; Dixon, 1970). However, other studies (Settler, 1971;
Spielberger, Ferger, and Howard, 1963) have failed to show
that verbal reward and punishment change performance or
behavior of normals.
The current study was designed to further examine
the effects of verbal reward and punishment on task perfor-
mance of schizophrenics. The relationship of need for
approval of schizophrenics (as measured by the M-C SDS) to
performance and to reward and punishment was also examined.
Verbal reward and punishment along with need for approval
served as independent variables. Task performance was the
dependent variable. The following major questions were
asked:
1)Does verbal reward and punishment significantly
influence performance of schizophrenics?
2)How is the personality construct, need for approval,
related to performance of tasks by schizophrenics?
3)Is there a significant interaction between verbal






Verbal Reward and Punishment
Researchers have given much attention in the past
several years to the conditioning of hospitalized schizo-
phrenics. Many empirical investigations have been made in
order to understand the dynamics of schizophrenics'
behavior in conditioning or learning situations (Russ and
Lang, 1965; Yates, 1966; Zimet and Fishman, 1970).
Conditioning experiments with schizophrenics usually
revolve around the process of rewarding or punishing cer-
tain responses of the schizophrenics.
Schizophrenics have repeatedly demonstrated in
conditioning studies inferior conditioned responses, when
their responses have been compared to responses of normal
individuals (Buss, 1966). This inferior performance or
behavior of schizophrenics is usually called psychological
deficit, which is an operational concept that WRS coined
by Hunt and Cofer (1944). Reward and punishment have been
used in conditioning experiments with schi7ophrenics to
strengthen desired patterns of behavior and to decrease
the frequency of inferior behavior or performance, respec-
tiv91y, i.e., to reduce psychological deficit (Russ, 1966).
In those conditioning experiments employin verbal
reward and punishment, schizophrenics are usually required
5
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to perform simple cognitive or motor tasks (uss, 1966).
In the usual procedure a base performance rate is
established. Subjects repeat the tasks with verbal reward
and punishment administered at intervals. Fxperimenters
usually verbalize the word "Good" or "Right" after correct
or rapid responses. Punishment, ordinarily consisting of
the word "Wrong" or the experimenter telling the subject
that he has performed incorrectly, is
or slow responses. The effect of the
on the subsequent task performance is
mance results are then generalized to
behaviors outside the laboratory.
Schizophrenics have not consistently reacted in the
same way to verbal reward in conditioning experiments.
Conflicting evidence abounds from experiments dealing with
the rewarding of schizophrenics' performance. Some studies
have shown that verbal reward has significantly changed
schizophrenics' behavior. Drennen, Gallman, and Sausser
(1969) found that the behavior of schizophrenics could be
changed with the reward "Goon" or "Pine." In another
experiment (Crumpton and Mutalipassi, 1969) severely dis-
turbed schizophrenics improved their performance on a
motor task under reward. It was demonstrated by Ulla nn,
Krasner, and Ediner (1964) that schizophrenics could
increase their amount of r.•entioa when they were rewarded
by verbal means. However, other studies have shown that





chance. Frankel and Puchwald (196)) reported that verbal
or social reward did not cause an increase in the number of
associations remembered by schizophrenics. Their experi-
ment was similar to the study by Ullmann, et al. (1964).
Requiring male schizophrenics to squeeze a hand dynamometer,
Crumpton and Mutalipassi (1969) found that reward did not
bring about any significant performance change. Atkinson
and Robinson (1961) showed that reward did not affect
schizophrenics who performed a learning task. Similar
findings were stated by Cavanaugh. Cohen. and Lang (1960).
Contradictory findings exist in the literature dealing
with verbal punishment and its effect upon behavior of
schizophrenics. Fischer (1963) found that chronic, para-
noid schizophrenics improved their performance after being
either partially or totally censured with the word,
"Wrong," that was printed on a panel. Fxperiments by
Atkinson and Robinson (1961) and Cavanaugh, Cohen, and
Lang (1960) have also shown that verbal punishment evokes
significant change in behavior of schizophrenics.
Johannsen (1962) found that punishment was an effective
controller for paranoid and nonparanoid schizophrenics; he
interpreted the letter cancellation task in his experiment
As a situation in which the most certain way for the
schizophrenics to call off punishment was to behave in a
productive way. Tn another study (Crumpton and Mutalipassi,
1969) mildly disturbed schizophrenics significantly improved
their performance under punishment. Yet, severely disturbed
patients did not change their behavior in a punishment
condition. Punishment was not based upon actual perfor-
mance or correct and incorrect responses. It is addition-
ally pointed out that Spence, Cioodstein, and Lair (1965)
reported a significant change in schizophrenics' behavior
with punishment.
The idea that punishment as well as reward can assist
as information cues and as performance hindrances was dis-
cussed by Spence, et al. (1965). Spence and his colleagues
stated also that reward and punishment are not the only
independent variables present in conditioning experiments;
they believed that task variables, type of subject, and the
manner in which reward and punishment are introduced into
the experimental station can affect behavior of schizo-
phrenics.
Commenting about task variables that influence
behavior of schizophrenics, Johannsen (1962) stated that
many researchers have used tasks with much verbal involve-
ment in conditioning experiments. Johannsen expressed the
thought that this high degree of verbal involvement in
tasks brings about autistic associations in schizophrenics
which interfere with task performance.
Crumpton and Yutalipassi (1969) postulated that in
many conditoning experiments the effects of knowledge of
results are mixed with the effects of reward and punish-
ment. Chronic, male schizophrenics in an experiment by
Cavanaugh, Cehen, and Lang (1960) were involved in a task
requiring a "jump" of the hand from a resting position to
telegraph keys whenever neon lights were flashed on. The
timing of the subjects' reactions in pressing the keys to
stop illumination of the lights was examined under condi-
tions of praise, censure, and the presentation of a neutral
sound. Results showed that censure as well as the neutral
sound facilitated improvement, with similar improvement
under both conditions. Cavanaugh, Cohen, and Lang believed
that information feedback was operating uncontrollably in
the experiment. They hypothesized that improvement mainly
resulted from cues rece1-4ed about responses rather than
censure alone.
In their review of the current literature dealing
with psychological deficit. Zimet and Fishman (1970) p_sed
a further thought; the researchers stated that in condi-
tioning experiments with schizophrenics "there is a dazzling
but dismaying proliferation of different kinds of experi-
mental tasks, experimental procedures, and techniques of
statistical analysis 1171." The researchers
believed that exact comparison between studies involving
the conditioning of schizophrenics is impossible because
of these differences.
In sua - cy of this section of the literature review,
schizophrenics have been subject to various experimental
tasks and conditions in the empirical investiF.ations men-
tioned above. The influence of verbal reward and punish-
ment on task perfor!rrl.nce of schi7ophrenics has not always
been consistent from one study to the next, even if the
same study is replicated. Spence, Goodstein, and Lair
(1965), Cavanaugh, Cohen, and Lang (1960), and Johannsen
(1962) have felt that in many conditioning experiments
uncontrolled variables were present and interfered with
results.
The Xarlowe-CroNne Social Desirability Scale 
The personality characteristics of schizophrenics is
one dimension that is not often examined in conditioning
studies. The personality characteristic, need for approval,
as measured by the Marlowe-Crowne_ Social Desirability Scale
(M-C SDS) (Crowne and Yarlowe, 1960) does not seem to be a
consideration in any published conditioning experiment with
schizophrenics. The M-C SDS was administered to schizo-
phrenics In the present study in order to observe how the
approval need of a clinical population relates to behavior
and verbal reward and punishment.
The X-C SDS (See Appendix A.) is a unique inventory
In that it was not constructed to indicate admission or
denial of pathology. The degree of normality of need for
approval is not measured by the Y-C 573. According to
Crowne and Marlowe (1960) the inventory indicates "the need
of subjects to obtain approval by responding in a cul-
turally appropriate and acceptable manner [p. 353.]."
The V-C SEG is composed of 33 statements that describe
situations which are culturally acceptable, but which have
a low frequency of occurrence. Each statement of the
Y-C SDS Is worth one point. Willington and Strickland
(1965) noted that in most conditioning experiments, in
which the Y-C 33S was administerel to norTal subjects, the
dividing cutoff for high and low need for approval was a
score of 15.
Reliability for the M-C SDS was adequate (Crowne and
Marlowe, 1960). According to the 1/Alder-Richardson formula,
the reliaoility was .88 and from a test-retest the coef-
ficient was .89. M-C SDS scores of college underFraduate
males and females were used to determine the reliability.
Content validity for the M-C SDS was adequately
established (Crowne and Marlowe, 1960). On a continuum
from extremely well adjusted, equal to one point, to
extremely maladjusted, equal to five points, the ratin,s of
the 33 statements of the SI:6 by psychology professors
and graduate students averaged 2.8 points. Considering
construct validity, correlation was made of the scores of
the M-C SDS and the Minnesota MultiphaSic Personality 
Inventory (:71:7FI) and derived scales from the 'PI, taken by
undergraduate students. Results showed that the scores
from the Y-C SDS were negatively correlated in a signlficant
way with many of the YYPT scales and derived scales, par-
ticularly with the "most pathological" scaiet.
Normal subjects and clinical patients with similar
need for approval would be expected to score somewhat the
sar,7 on the M-C SDS because the M-C SDS does not measure
pathology. Since no published Information wns found n'hout
conditioning experiments dealing with reed for approval of
schizophrenics as measured by the M-C SDS, the findings from
conditioning studies involving normals might give some
indication as to how the need in schizophrenics relates to
conditioning and task performance. Studies that have
examined the relationship of need for approval of normals,
as indicated by the Y-C SDS, to performance and verbal
reward and punishment offer contradictory findings. Dixon
(1970) discovered that female undergraduate students with a
high need for approval conditioned significantly more than
low need for approval students under reward. High need for
approval male college students performed significantly bet-
ter on a motor task than their peers who had low need for
approval under both verbal reward and punishment (Strickland
and Jenkins, 1964). However, Spielberger, Serger, and
Howard (1963) found that there was no significant difference
in behavior between high and low need for approval subjects
under reward. In a condtioning experiment by Crowne and
3tr1ckland (1961), subjects with high approval reed used
significantly more plural nouns under reward than low need
for a7roval subjects. High need for approval subjects
demonstrated a significant decrease in the use of plural
nouns under punishment. Subjects with low approval need
did not show any significant change in response rate under
the reward or punishL:ent condition. Sattler (1971) showed
that a high need for approval group did not increase their
performance and a low need for approval group demonstrated
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a significant performance decrease under reward and punish-
ment. Furthermore, in a study by Willington and Strickland
(1965) findings indicated that a high group performed bet-
ter than a low group without reward and punishment condi-
tions.
Statement of Problem
Verbal reward and punishment do not always affect
schizophrenics' behavior in a consistent way. Also, the
literature does not seem to include studies dealing with
the conditioning of schizophrenics whose need for approval
was controlled and measured by the !f-C SE6. Following
Rotter's learning theory (1954), since need for approval is
one of six basic needs of individuals that influence behav-
ior, a relationship should exist between need for approval
in schizophrenics and task performance or behavior.
:he present study was created to _xamine the influ-
ence of verbal reward and punishment upon task performance
of schizophrenic subjects who show high or low need for
approva/ on the 7,-C SDS. An attempt was made to control
the variables, knowledge of results, type of subject, and
experimental task, which some researchers believe signifi-
cantly interfere with reward and punish7nent.
It was hypothesized that those schizophrenics with
a high need for approval would be motivated to perform
significantly more than low need for approval schlzo-
phrenics, regardless of a reward or punishment condition.
Since a task from Johannsen's study (1962) was used in the
present experiment, it was postulated that schizophrenics,
regardless of their approval need, would improve their
performance more under verbal punishment than reward as the
schizophrenics did in Johannsen's study. ecause verbal
reward and punishment have significantly increased motor
task performance of high need for approval normal subjects,
it was thought that reward and punishment would likewise
increase the performance of high need for approval schizo-
phrenics. It was hypothesized that low need for approval
schizophrenics would not improve but decrease their perfor-
mance under reward and punishment as did the normals in
Sattler's experiment (1971). Specifically, the hypotheses
in null form are stated as follows:
1)Performance rate of high need for approval schiE_-
phrenAcs is not significantly greater than the perfor-
mance rate of low need for approval schizopnrenics.
2)Performance rate of schizophrenics under verbal
punishment is not significantly greater than perfor-
ranee rate under verbal reward.
3)Verbal reward and punishment do not differentially




Adult schizophrenics from Western State Hospital in
Hopkinsville, Kentucky, were used as subjects. The number
of subjects used in the total experiment was 32. Their
ages ranged from 18 to 78 and the median age was 35. The
subjects were of eight subclasses of schizophrenia: simple,
hebephrenic, catatonic, paranoid, acute schizophrenic
episode, schizo-affective, chronic and acute undifferenti-
ated.
An attempt was made to balance the subjects for four
experimental groups according to sex, age, and diagnosis.
However, an exact balance was possible only fcr sex. Each
group included four males and four females. The sex, age,
and diagnosis of each subject is in Appendix C.
Design
A simple task that is basically a motor task was
used. Johannsen (1962) previously used this task in a
conditioning experiment with schizophrenics. The Fame
task was selected for the present experiment because
Johannsen believed that it involved a minimal amount of
verbalization and did not interfere with verbal reward and
punishment.
15
The task consisted of the cancellation of the letter.
"a." which was arranged between five and seven times on
each line of 28 lines of letters of the alphabet (See
Appendix B.). Each subject was Instructed to mark over as
many of the a's with an "X" as he could in a two minute
time period.
A split-plot design between factors of reward and
punishment and high and low need for approval over three
trials was used in the present experiment. There were four
experimental conditions under which the task was given:
1)Administering verbal reward to subjects with high
need for approval
2)Administerin verbal reward to subjects with low need
for approval
3)Administering verbal punishment to subjects with high
need for approval and
)Administering verbal punishment to subjects with low
need for approval.
Procedure 
Out of a total population of 205 schizophrenics in
the Hospital, 154 were randomly selected. Of the selected
subjects, 48 were literate and cooperative enough to be
administered the larlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale,
(E-C SDS). The following special instructions for the
F-C SEG were verbalized by the experimenter to the sub-
jects: "These are statements about personal attitudes and
traits. Read each statement and decide whether it is true
or false for you." The scores of the 4e subjects ranged from
nine to 31. The subjects were divided into high and low
need for approval groups by using the median of 20.5 as a
cutoff score. In trying to match and separate the two
groups as much as possible, four subjects who scored 20 and
four subjects who scored 21 were dropped from the experi-
ment.
The high and low groups were then each divided
equally for reward and punishment conditions. Each sub-
ject was given three two-minute trials in which to cancel
letters. Of the 40 subjects, 35 were willing to perform
all three trials. :7aintaining four even-numbered groups
for ease in statistical analysis, three of the 35 subjects
were randomly dropped. M-C SDS scores of the 32 subjects
in the four groups ranged from 14 to 18 for the low groups,
and 22 to 31 for the high groups (See Appendix C.).
:.iefore the first trial the experimenter showed each
subject how to perform the task by marking over all of the
a's in the first line of letters. The instructions for the
initial trial were: "I want you to cross out every a that
you see. I'll show you how (experinenter demonstrated).
You will have two minutes to cross out the a's. row rr,o
ahead and start on the second line. (at the end of the
time period) Time is up." At the corclusion of the first
and second trials, the experimenter briefly exnmined each
subject's performance and, without consideration of actual
performance, verbalized the designated reward or punishment.
The experimenter said to the subjects in the reward groups
"Your performance is good" and "Your performance is very
good" after trials one and two respectively. After the
first and second trials with the punishment groups the
experimenter said "Your performance is poor" and "Your
performance is very poor" respectively. Also, after reward
and nunishment, the subjects were instructed to cross out
the a's again--"Yark out the a's again" and "Mark out the
a's one more time" for the second and third trials. Thus,
the subjects did not necessarily receive accurate feedback
about their actual performance. It was felt that this pro-
cedure minimized interference of knowledge of results with
the rewarding and punishing statements.
Scoring and Analysis 
Each true or false statement of the M-C SBS is worth
one point if it is answered in a way that indicates the
subject attributes to himself positive qualities (e.g.,
neatness and/or honesty, depending upon the content of the
statement) that enhance acceptance by others (See keyed
statements in Appendix A.). It was possible for each sub-
ject to score a total of 33 points.
The number of a's cancelled in each trial served as
the performance rate of the subjects.
An analysis of variance As illustrated by Edwards
(1968) was employed for analyzing the data. A .05 level of
significance was used. In addition, a comparison by means
of a t-test was made of the performance means of the high
and low need for approval subjects on the first trial, at
the time before any reward or punishment had been given.
Results
The task scores of the subjects from each of the
three trials are in Appendix C. The means of the task
scares from each experimental condition and trial are in 1.
TABLE 1
Mean Averages of Reward(A1) and Funishment(A2), Need
for Approval(High=131, Low.B2), and Trial(C) Groups
Cl C2 C3
Al B1 41.50 43.25 44.00
B2 42.63 42.63 44.50
A2 Bi 41.13 43.38 46.25
B2 44.13 44.33 45.8
An analysis of variance of the performance scores
revealed no significant main effects or interactions (See
2.). Thus, the three hypotheses of the experiment were
rejected. The difference between the means of the hiFh and
low need for approval groups was not significant. The
means of the reward and punishment groups were not signifi-
did notcantly different. High need for approval subjects
significantly increase their performance, nor did the low
need for approval subjects significantly decrease ti.eir
70
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Analysis of Variance of the Task Scores
Source SS df 11.S F





B: Reward & Punishment 31.09 1 31.09 .035
' AxB 4.60 1 4.60 .005
Ss: Within Groups 25,059.23 28 894.97
C: Trials 129.08 2 64.54 1.90
AxC 20.27 2 10.14 .30
BxC 4.94 2 2.47 .07
AxBxC 8.92 2 4.46 .13
CxSs: Within Groups 1,907.85 5.1. 34.07
Total 27.180.24 95
performance with the reward and punishment.
7efore the introduction of the verbal reward and
punishment, highs and lows were at approximately the same
level of performance, F (30) = .87, P >.05.
To further check the effects of the trials and prac-
tice on performance, an examination of over-all linear and
quadratic trends (Edwards, 1968) was made. The linear and
quadratic Interactions were not significant, F (1,56) ,
3.42, P > .05, and F (1,56) = .07, P > .05.
Discussion
Results of this experiment are somewhat different from
that which would be predicted from Rotter's social learning
theory. While all of the subjects had a relatively high
score on the M-C 3E6 (14 or above) indicating high need for
approval, their perforrpnce rate on the experimental task
did not seem to be affected by either approval or dis-
approval of the experimenter. In order to explain these
results, it is necessary to bear in mind that in Rotter's
theory behavior is a function both of expectancy of rein-
forcement and perceived value of that reinforcement to the
subject. Thus, two factors may have been of importance.
First, the subjects' expectancy that reinforcement would be
forthcoming following speedy performance on the task may
have been inadequately established in the instructions given
to the subjects. While it is generally assumed that sub-
jects will indeed expect approval following adequate per-
formance, the distorted thinking of schizophrenics may have
prevented their making this assumption withollt a specific
indication by the experimenter that they would receive ver-
bal reinforcement following adequate performance.
Secondly, the factor regarding perceived value of the
reinforcement must be taken into account. In the present
study, the experimenter was a total stranger to all of the
22
subjects. 3ince he had little or no influence or control of
the subjects' lives, they may have perceived any verbal
reinforcement coming from the experimenter as having rela-
tively low value. If this were true, no change in the sub-
jects' performance would be predicted even if the subjects
did have some expectancy for reinforcement.
With these factors in mind, further research might
examine similar task performance in which very definite
efforts are made to establish the expectancy of the rein-
forcement. Likewise, similar research conducted by an
examiner who has daily contact with the subjects and whose
approval is meaningful (and of greater perceived value)
might be useful.
Another factor which may have influenced the res:..lts
of this study is the difficulty that the subjects had with
the M-C SDS. any subjects had difficulty in deciding
whether the M-C SDS statements were true or false. Seem-
ingly, they had trouble with the logic of the statements.
Perhaps the subjects failed to perceive the meaning of some
of the statements, since it is assumed that the subjects
have a thinking disorder and misinterpret words, concepts,
and ideas. So, it is possible that the subjects did not
correctly respond to the ;!:-C SIDS and, thus, were not divided
properly as to high and low need for approval.
Other variables which should be mentioned are ak.,e of
subjects f- :nd diagnosis. The aFe range was quite wide (18
to 78) and there were (ht diagnostic subclasses Included
,
in the study. Failure to obtain closely matched groups may
partially explain the negative results that were found.
Possibly, subjects with similar approval need respond dif-
ferently to task performance because of their age and
diagnosis.
Perhaps all of the subjects were not correctly
assigned to the need for approval groups. Experimenters
have ordinarily used a M-C SDIS score of 15 for dividing high
and low need for approval normal subjects. A cutoff score
of 15 or 16 seems appropriate since there is a possible 33
points. However, in the present study the range of the
scores of the low need for approval subjects extended up to
19 and eight out of the 16 subjects in the low groups scored
above 16 (17 or 18). Possibly the low groups included sub-
jects who actually had high need for approval. Further
research should attempt to establish M-C SIDS norms for var-
ious clinical groups.
Based upon the results of the present study, it would
seem that when hospitalized schizophrenics are required to
perform tasks similar to the letter cancellation task in
this study, the verbal reward and punishment used here do
not significantly affect their performance. The results of
the present experiment give support to findings in those
experiments which showed no significant relationship existed
between reward and punishment and sinole task perforrance
by schizophrenic. Further research, dealing with the kind
of words and comments that do and do not affect
1,1
schizophrenics' performance, might be justified. Different
wording indicating stronger approval or disapproval might
be substituted as reward and punishment. A different kind
of task might be used in the present type of experiment.
A task, which relies more upon cognition and achievement
than physical coordination, may be used as the dependent
variable.
Since it was thought that many subjects might have
misconstrued the X-C SD'S statements, perhaps many subjects
also failed to interpret the meaning of the reward and
punishment. The verbal reward and punishment were not based
upon actual performance. Therefore, perhaps the subjects
became confused and performed haphazardly if they were
aware that they were performing poorly and receiving rward
or performing well and receiving punishment. This failure
would in turn distort the relationship of these variables
for which the present experiment was designed to obtain.
It I interesting that the performance means of the
experimental groups were not significantly different after
the second and third trials. The subjects did not increase
or decrease their performance to any significant extent in
the current experiment. This maintenance of performance
rate might be directly related to the punishment and reward.
In summary, it was ascertained that need for approval
and vefbal reward and punishment over three letter cancel-
lation trials did not significantly Influence the number of
letters cancelled by 32 hospitalized schizophrenics, matched
only for sex and who were willing and able to take the
SDS and to perform the cancellation task. Since there
are a large number of factors that can vary and possibly
interact with schizophrenics' behavior, more control of
experimental and intrinsic variables, as included above,
might be warranted. Further examination of task perfor-
mance by schizophrenics as it relates to verbal reward and
punishment is needed since there is much inconsistency in
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Appendix A
The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale 
(Crowne and Marlowe, 1960)
1. Before voting I thoroughly investigate the qualifi-
cations of all the candidates. T
2. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in
trouble. T
3. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I
am not encouraged. F
4. I have never intensely disliked anyone. T
5. On occasion I have had doubts about my ability to suc-
ceed in life. F
6. 1 soTetimes feel resentful when I don't get my way. F
. I am always careful about my manner of dress. T
8. My table manners at home are as good as when I eat out
in a restaurant. It
9. If I could get Into a movie without paying and be sure
I was not seen I would probably do it. P
10. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something
because I thought too little of my ability.
11. I like to gossip at times.
12. There have been times when I felt like rebelling




13. No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good lis-
tener. T
14. I can remember "playing sick" to get out of something. F
15. There have been occasions when I took advantage of some-
one. F
16. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake. T
17. I always try to practice what I preach. T
18. I don't find it particularly difficult to get along with
loud mouthed, obnoxious people. T
19. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and for-
get. F
20. When I don't know something I don't at all mind admit-
ting it. T
21. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagree-
able. I'
22. At times I have really insisted on having things my own
way. P
23. There have been occasions when I felt like smashing
things. F
24. I would never think of letting someone else be punished
for my wrongdoings. T
25. I never resent being asked to return a favor. T
26. I have never *een irked when people expressed ideas
very different from my own. T
27 I never inke a long trip without checking the safety of
my car. T
Appendix A (cont.)
28. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the
Rood fortune of others. F
29. I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off.
30. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of
me. F
31. I have never felt that I was punished without cause. T
32. I sometimes think when people have a misfortune they
only got what they deserved. F





























Each Subject's M-C SDS Score, Sex, Age (at last
birthdate), Diagnosis (abbreviated)*, and
Performance Score from the Three Trials
Highs: Reward 1. 24, M, 63, SA, 12 17 19
Condition 2. 22, M, 45, CU, 36 43 43
3. 23, F, 44, cu. 27 20 29
4. 26, F, 36, P, 61 48 50
5. 22, F, 32, P. 39 33 41
6. 23, Y, 18, AS, 81 R5 89
7. 24, Y, 42, c, 48 60 43
8. 24, F, 24, c, 28 40 38
Punishment 1. 30, M, 25, P, 60 54 55
Condition 2. 31, M, 41, CU, 43 56 62
3. 29, F, 46, P. 24 22 15
4. 26, F, 48, P, 55 53 56
5. 28, 11. 35. s, 47 58 55
6. 24, F, 45, AS, 26 27 30
7. 30, P, 41, c, 31 34




Lows: Reward 1. 17, M, 21, P. 49 47 48
Condition 2. 14, M. 35, cu, 30 35 39
3. 18, m, 26, Cy, 28 25 28
4. 14, F, 37, P. 41 43 41
5. 14, F, 28, cu, 45 42 49
6. 14, Ft 25, CU, 51 48 39
7. 14, F, 24, CU, 63 59 65
8. 17, m, 78, P. 34 42 47
Punishment 1. 17, m, 18, p, 57 60 58
Condition 2. 17, M. 29, CU, 49 51 60
3. 18, F, 36, AC, 30 28 35
4. 17, m, 23, s, 86 82 75
5. 16, F, 40, cu, 36 20 47
6. 15, F, 49, H. 30 37 39
7. 15, F, 34, cu, 13 12 8
8. 18, M, 24, CU, 52 65 45
*SA-Schizo-affective
CU-Chronic undifferentiated
P- Paranoid
AS-Acute schizophrenic episode
C- Catatonic
S- Simple
AC-Acute undifferentiated
H- Hebephrenic
